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Maidstone Local Plan Inspector’s Report -
The sound of a can being kicked down
the Old Kent Road.

Briefing Note

Introduction

In an interim decision following the Maidstone Local Plan 
Examination, the Inspector has reduced the number of houses 
allocated in the Emerging Plan, deleting allocation H1(29) for a 
proposed 220 dwellings and H1(53) for 75.

A housing requirement of 18,560 dwellings (2011-2031) was 
identified by the Council in the submitted Plan, compared to an 
OAHN of between 19,550 and 20,350 dwellings put forward on 
behalf of developers.

The Inspector determined that whilst there was evidence to 
support an uplift in the Council’s housing requirement, in relation 
to:-

• The 2014 DCLG household projections
• Market Factors 
• Suppressed household formation
• Employment growth
• Unmet need from London and surrounding authorities
• this was rejected by the Inspector.

Furthermore, the Inspector considered that the appropriate way 
to address the shortcomings identified in the supply of housing, 
including challenges to the trajectory was to:

• Agree that the existing shortfall could be spread over 10 
years

• Require a policy commitment to a review with a target 
adoption date by April 2021.

The logic of including a proposed review process was recognised 
by the Inspector, who suggested that the process will need to be 
started much earlier. Ironically, given that it has taken the Council 
some 5 years to bring forward the Plan, this suggests the review 
needs to start immediately. 

The DCLG 2014 Projections

The Inspector’s reasoning for not applying the modest uplift 
required to accommodate the up-to-date projections was 
based on the NPPG (2a-016-20150227) which suggests that 
a new projection does not automatically mean that housing 
assessments are rendered outdated every time new projections 
are issued.

The Inspector also stated that to incorporate a higher housing 
level would only delay the delivery of housing, however, this 
ignores the requirement in the Framework for plans to be 

flexible, to accommodate such changes. The fact that the Plan 
cannot even accommodate this small change is evidence of its 
lack of flexibility, and therefore, arguably, it should have been 
found unsound.

Market Factors 

On behalf of the development interests it was argued for an 
uplift of 5% to respond to market factors. The Inspector provides 
no review of appropriate indicators, and in rejecting a 5% uplift 
as arbitrary, suggested that the doubling of the build rate in the 
early part of the plan period would have a “significant impact” 
on house prices.

SPRU note that the 0% uplift suggested by the Inspector compares 
to a requirement based on the Local Plan Expert Group of 25%, 
based upon the ratio of median house price to median earnings 
by LPA, average 2013-15 of 9.74. 

Suppressed Household Formation 

The Inspector dismissed this complex issue in a single paragraph, 
simply stating that providing a dwelling level in line with the 
lower 2012 DCLG projections would address the issue.

SPRU note that this contradicts the evidence put before the 
Inspector in that some population group’s ability to form 
households would worsen as a result of the trends in the 
projections confirmed by future build rates. 

Migration from London and Other Areas

The Inspector relied upon the fact that there was no formal 
request from the London Mayor for Maidstone to accommodate 
additional migration and that this situation will become clearer 
prior to 2021 when the review will be adopted. SPRU note that if 
this approach is adopted on a wide scale then the development 
plan system in the south and south east of England will continue 
to undersupply housing at a substantial rate. The significant gap 
between past and forecast rates of completions compared to 
the DCLG projections for London mean that authorities in these 
regions are consistently under estimating the demographic 
pressures from London. The suggestion that these issues will 
become clearer is in our opinion naïve.
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The Supply

Additionally, it is worth noting that the Inspector records no 
objection to the Sustainability Appraisal of the “reasonable 
alternatives” which did not include the higher levels of housing 
being promoted by developers – this would appear to be an 
appropriate criticism of the SA. 

Removal of Allocated Sites

Two sites were recommended for removal from the Plan on the 
grounds that the highway issues identified in an early appeal 
and which formed part of the refusal for the development in this 
location had not been resolved.

SPRU note that even when sites are allocated a lack of robust 
evidence to counter objections (in this case the county highways) 
may result in the recommendation for the removal of allocations.

Broad Locations for Growth

Despite not being constrained by the Green Belt the plan identifies 
3 broad locations for growth rather than specific allocations. This 
approach is accepted by the inspector by reference to paragraph 
69 of the Framework, which does provide the option of broad 
locations rather than site specific allocation for year 6 onwards. 

Clearly the advantage to the Council of such an approach is that it 
can make passing the developable test easier to pass as, there is 
less certainty as to which sites are to be brought forward.

Sedgefield vs Liverpool

The reasoning given by the Inspector to spread the backlog over 
the plan period is that it would be realistic and also provide more 
regular local employment in construction to accompany the 
uplift in housing provision.  

SPRU consider that this conclusion reached by the Inspector in 
order to “strengthen the 5 year land supply position” fails to take 
into account that alternative strategies that could actually have 
delivered significantly more dwellings in the early period of the 
plan to meet the existing demand. 

Conclusion

It would appear that as with other cases the “Early Review” which 
in this case means an immediate review has been accepted as a 
way of securing the adoption of a plan which by the Inspector’s 
own conclusion leaves matters of housing delivery and demand 
unresolved, especially in respect of the post 2021 period. 

SPRU consider that the failure to address the real pressing 
longer term issues that face the plan led system, such as housing 
affordability and the impact of London is resulting by default 
in short term “5 year plans” for housing which are unlikely to 
address the country’s housing problems.

For any further information or advice on the information 
contained in this note please contact:

Roland Bolton 07831 155 353 roland.bolton@dlpconsultants.co.uk
Alex Roberts 07468 474 169 alex.roberts@dlpconsultants.co.uk

DLP Planning Ltd and its Strategic Planning & Research Unit 
(SPRU) have extensive experience in assessing the five year 
supply position and objectively assessed housing need of local 
planning authorities, using the most up to date sources and 
modelling. Such assessments are often critical to the successful 
promotion of sites for residential development.


